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Sustainable  development  has  been  defined  as  “meeting  the  needs  of  the  present  without 
compromising  the  ability  of  future  generations  to  meet  their  own  needs”  (Brundtland,  1987). 






processes, biodiversity and  cycles adapted  to  local  conditions,  rather  than  the use of  inputs with 
potential  adverse effects  (IFOAM, 2009). Organic/ecological  farming  standards  are one of  several 
voluntary  sustainability  standards  of  agriculture  (VSS)  and  are,  by  some,  considered  to  be  the 
grandfather  of  voluntary  standards  for  agriculture  (Giovannucci  and  Koekoek  2003,  cited  in 
Giovanucci et al., 2014). Regarding sustainability, the global organic movement aims to  lead, guide 
and  inspire people  to work  cooperatively  to  reverse  the destructive path modern agriculture has 
taken  on  our  planet  (SOAAN,  2013).  Part  of  this  aspiration  is  to  empower  individuals  and 
organizations  to  lead  by  example  and  improve  their  own  performance  and  practices.  To  make 
programme  towards  greater  sustainability  it  is  necessary  to  know  about  the  impacts  of  certain 
practise and to be able to measure progress.  
This  report  aims  to  contribute  to  the  ongoing  debate  about  sustainability  assessment  in  the 
organic/ecological sector. The authors work at two  leading  independent organic research  institutes 
(FIBL and ORC) that both engage in sustainability assessment in scientific and applied research. The 
overall aim of the project is to develop a set of societal level indicators or themes that can be used in 




Various approaches,  tools,  initiatives, and standards aimed at measuring sustainability exist  in  the 
food  sector,  reflecting  the  variety  of  stakeholders  from  researchers,  individual  businesses, 
governments,  control  bodies  to  consumers.  There  has  been  much  debate  about  the  different 
approaches and indicators used to assess sustainability.  
All  types  of  food  production,  in  particular  the  agricultural  stages,  have  substantial  impacts  on 
different  environmental  aspects  such  as  biodiversity,  climate  change, water,  soil  and  air  quality 
(Rockström  et  al.,  2009;  Steinfeld,  2006).  Furthermore,  the  socio‐economic  impacts  of  food 
production play an important role as agriculture is often one of few economic activities in rural areas 
(European Commission, 2004).   


















for  the  same  issue  (i.e.  greenhouse  gas  emissions),  might  give  different  results.    Furthermore, 
sustainability  assessment  tools  in  the  food  sector  take  diverging  perspectives  on  the  notion  of 
"sustainability":  what  should  be  assessed,  where  the  system  boundaries  are  drawn  and  how  it 
should be measured and what data are required to carry out assessments.  
One of  the main barriers  for wide utilisation of  these  tools  is cost. Generally a broad and shallow 
approach is commonly cheaper to carry out as it requires less time and/or data to complete whereas 
a  deep  approach  is much more  time  and  data  hungry  and  therefore  generally more  expensive, 
especially if including multiple objectives (Schader et al., 2012b).  
Several  tools  assess  only  one  specific  aspect  of  the  societal  impacts  of  farming  (e.g.  carbon 
footprints, biodiversity), but  there  is a need  to  integrate all categories of sustainability  (economic, 
social,  environmental)  in  order  to  understand  the  complex  interactions,  synergies  and  trade‐offs 
between different sustainability objectives. Tools and associated research have tended to focus on 
comparing overall trends over time, or on comparisons between alternative options. However, little 
research  has  so  far  has  addressed  the  critical  question  about  interactions  between  the  different 
indicators: for example, how would improvements with respect to animal welfare objectives support 
or conflict with  financial, environmental,  social and other goals? While  the ability of producers  to 
monitor trends over time, and to compare their own performance against others, is important as an 




permit  the evaluation of specific management options with  respect  to  their  impact on  the overall 
direction of progress towards sustainability.  
Most sustainability assessment tools and approaches have been developed in relative isolation and 
with  limited  contact  between  the  different  developers.  This  implies  that  there  has  been  limited 
exchange of  ideas or discussion on  the detail of  sustainability outcomes and  indicators as well as 





Sustainability  Assessment  of  Food  and  Agriculture  systems  (SAFA) which  specify  the  procedures, 
principles  and minimum  requirements  for  a  sustainability  impact  assessment  (FAO,  2015).  These 
SAFA  Guidelines  provided  for  the  first  time  one  common  language  for  the  assessment  of 
sustainability in agriculture. 
1.1.2 Organic agriculture and sustainability 
A key characteristic of certified organic  farming  in Europe  is  that  it  is governed by clear standards 
which are  in many countries now  legally binding. Producers and other operators are  inspected  to 
verify  the adherence  to  the standards and are  then certified. Only operators  that  follow  the  rules 
and who are inspected and certified can sell their products as organic.  
There  is  a  body  of  scientific  literature  documenting  several  positive  sustainability  impacts  of  the 
organic farming system (e.g. Stolze et al., 2000; Mäder et al., 2002; Bengtsson et al., 2005; Nemecek 
et al., 2005; Lampkin, 2007; Schader et al., 2012a; Padel et al., 2013, Lampkin et al., 2015).  
However,  there  is  concern  that  the  process‐oriented  organic  farming  standards  do  not  fully 
safeguard all  the  sustainability performance of an  individual organic/ecological  farm  (Padel et al., 
2009). The organic production rules focus on areas that are easy to codify and audit, such as what 
inputs  are  permitted  or  excluded  and  ignore  aims  and  values  that  are  more  difficult  to 
operationalise, such as  the agro‐ecological systems approach  (related  to bio‐diversity and nutrient 




organic  farms  (Reed,  2005).  This  goes back  to  the  so‐called  ‘conventionalisation’ hypothesis  (e.g. 
Guthman, 2004; Buck et al., 1991) which  stated  that  the growing  importance of global  trade and 
involvement of agri‐business  in organic agriculture have  led  to  the creation of a  lighter version of 
‘organic’. This discrepancy between stakeholders’ expectations of what organic should be and what 
is expressed in the standards can be seen as a threat to the organic integrity but also an opportunity 
for  further  development  of  the  sector  (Padel  and Gössinger,  2008).  This  implies  that  there  is  no 
commonly agreed standard for organic/ecological agriculture that covers all aspects of sustainability 
with  current  standards  directly  addressing  only  part  of  the  three  dimensions  of  sustainability 
(environmental, economic and social).  
Some organic standard setters are developing new standards in response to the concerns of organic 
stakeholders  (e.g.  social  or  ethical  standards,  environmental  standards),  but  often  do  this  in 
isolation. Following a decision of the General Assembly in 2001, the Sustainable Organic Agriculture 
Action Network (SOAAN) as a world‐wide project was  initiated by  IFOAM (International Federation 








These  two purposes can have different  requirements and can potentially  lead  to different choices 
regarding the suitability of approaches, methods and indicators as well as different priority actions.  
If  the aim  is  to  improve awareness of  the overall sustainability of production systems at  the  farm 
level  leading  to  improved  decision‐making,  the  impacts  of  management  practices  need  to  be 
identified in order to assess progress over time on a specific holding as well as relative to others. The 
implications of any proposed changes to both financial and non‐financial aspects of the system need 
to be understood,  including  the  impact on both private and public goods.  If  the aim  is  to  inform 
customers and aid decision‐making  in  relation  to  supply  chains,  the  comparability between  farms 
becomes  very  important  to  ensure  a  level  playing  field,  and minimum  standards  are  needed  to 
ensure consumer trust.  
For any  tool  to  fully assess sustainability  it  is also essential  to consider  the meaningfulness of  the 




building on  the  FAO  SAFA Guidelines  (FAO, 2015) and other  relevant approaches will  lead  to  the 
most  comprehensive  and  internationally  recognised  sustainability  monitoring  system  of 
organic/ecological farms. Such a monitoring system will help  
i. improve the sustainability performance of organic/ ecological farms and  
ii. address many of  the  criticisms of organic/ecological agriculture by demonstrating directly 
the actual sustainability performance of such farms.  
1.3 Aims 
The overall aim of  the project  is  to develop a set of societal  level  indicators or  themes  (i.e. water 
quality,  soil  health,  biodiversity)  which  can  be  used  in  a  sustainability  monitoring  system  of 
organic/ecological  farms, using  the common  framework of  the FAO SAFA guidelines.  It  is  intended 
that  the  indicator  sets  will  guide  labelling,  policy‐monitoring  and  farmer‐decision  making 
approaches. To achieve this aim, the project will pursue the following sub‐objectives.  
1.1. To analyse and evaluate existing sustainability assessment approaches and identify suitable 
indicators  or  sets  of  indicators  to  assess  the  sustainability  performance  of 
ecological/organic  farms  by  evaluating  their  environmental  integrity  (including  animal 
health  and  welfare),  economic  resilience,  social  wellbeing  and  good  governance  (work 
package 1).  













The  following  sections  detail  the  results  of  the  project.  Taking  each work  package  in  turn  they 
introduce  the background and aims  to  that work package and  then, where necessary,  split  it  into 
several sub‐tasks each with their own methods and results section. The discussion and conclusions 
section  brings  together  the  results  from  sub‐tasks  and  across work  packages,  discusses  how  the 
results  relate  to  each  other  and  what  they  reveal  about  sustainability  assessment  for  organic 






The  first part of work package 1 aimed  to analyse and evaluate existing  sustainability assessment 
approaches (essentially covering aim 1 above). The description of this work package is given below in 
italics. 
Work  in  this WP will  review  the  sustainability outcomes and  the  corresponding  indicators used  in 
existing  sustainability  impact  assessment methods  and  approaches  to  identify  suitable  candidate 
indicators  or  sets  of  indicators  which  allow  for  assessing  the  sustainability  performance  of 
organic/ecological  farms  along  three  sustainability  dimensions  and  good  governance:  the 
environmental  (including  animal  health  and  welfare),  economic  (including  resilience)  and  social 













agricultural sustainability  is defined and how  it  is assessed (see Section 1.1). In this context of high 
variability,  the  main  objective  of  this  first  phase  of  the  project  was  to  carry  out  a  comparison 
between  the  themes  and  indicators  covered  in  existing  sustainability  assessment  tools  and 
approaches.  The  main  focus  was  on  tools  and  guidelines  that  operate  at  the  farm  level.  The 






IRENA  (EEA,  2005)  and  SOAAN  (IFOAM,  2013).  Initially,  basic  information  on  these  tools  was 
gathered, such as their nature and purpose, their design approach and characteristics, the research 
behind their development, the scale of the analysis they conduct, the system boundaries, the type of 
data  they  use,  the  stakeholders  they  involve  and  their  level  of  involvement,  the  indicators  they 
include, and their target end‐users. More detail on the tools is provided in Appendix 1. 
The SAFA (Sustainability Assessment for Food and Agriculture systems) Guidelines were developed 





on  cross‐comparisons  of  codes  of  practice,  corporate  reporting,  standards,  indicators  and  other 
technical  protocols  currently  used  by  private  sector,  governments,  not‐for‐profits  and  multi‐
stakeholder organizations that reference or implement sustainability tools. The final guidelines were 
published in December 2013 (FAO, 2013). The guidelines include the usual dimensions of economic, 
social  and  environmental  aspects  but  also  include  Good  Governance  as  a  fourth  dimension  of 
sustainability.  
A  comprehensive matrix  comparing  the  tools  and  how  their  indicators  relate  back  to  the  SAFA 
guidelines was developed. The  format and design of  the matrix was  such  that  it allows additions 
(either  of  tools  or  of  further  dimensions/indicators)  as  the  area  of  sustainability  assessment 
continues to develop and the definition of sustainability continues to be evaluated and expanded.  
Each  SAFA  sustainability  dimension was  taken  into  account  separately,  its  themes  and  indicators 
listed and briefly described, and then cross‐checked with the related indicators from the other tools, 











was  specifically  conceived  as  a  network  of  environmental  indicators within  an  EU  policy‐making 
framework. The  IRENA network was considered here because of  its  relevance  to policy  indicators. 
Neither SOAAN nor IRENA were specifically designed to perform a sustainability assessment at farm 
level. 
The  matrix  was  organised  into  four  tabs,  each  one  of  them  covering  a  different  sustainability 
dimension:  environmental,  social,  economic  and  governance.  The  matrix  showed  the  extent  to 
which  each  tool  or  approach  satisfies  the  requirements  of  the  SAFA  guidelines.  Table  1  below 
summarises the results from the matrix. Green highlighting  indicates good coverage of a particular 
theme, yellow indicates reasonable coverage and red indicates limited or no coverage. 







Themes  RISE  PG tool  MOTIFS IRENA  SOAAN 
ENVIRONMENTAL INTEGRITY 
Atmosphere          
Water           
Land           
Biodiversity           
Materials &energy           
Animal welfare           
ECONOMIC RESILIENCE 
Investment           
Vulnerability           
Product safety and quality           
Local economy           
SOCIAL WELL‐BEING 
Decent livelihood           
Labour rights           
Equity           
Human health and safety           
Cultural diversity           
GOOD GOVERNANCE 
Governance structure           
Accountability           
Participation           
Rule of law           
Holistic management           
  
The  economic  and  social  dimensions  are  both  covered  in  varying  degrees  across  the  tools.  This 




line”  (environmental,  social,  economic)  reporting.  Governance  was  included  in  the  FAO’s  SAFA 
Guidelines  because  of  the  belief  that  good  governance  is  needed  to  ensure  the  credibility  of 
sustainability  interventions.  It may  therefore  be  a matter  of  concern  that  this  area  has minimal 
coverage in current sustainability assessment tools.  However, as a result of the release of the SAFA 









of  indicators are used. A  review was carried out,  reported  in detail  in Schader et al.  (2014) which 
resulted  in  some  further  concepts  and  ideas  about  methodological  approaches  to  sustainability 
assessment.   In the presentation  in the following section the focus was on aspects of methodology 









The  primary  purpose  of  an  assessment  of  farms  can  be  summarised  as mainly  research,  policy 









If  sustainability  is  interpreted  from a  societal perspective,  the main question  is whether  the  farm 
contributes to a sustainable development of society (WCED, 1987). The assessment needs to focus 
on  the  impacts  of  farm  management  on  the  economic,  social  and  environmental  resources  of 
society.  These  impacts  can  be  either  positive  (services  delivered)  or  negative  (damages  or  costs 




and  to  society. Tools  reviewed by Schader et al.  (2014)  refer  to both  the  societal and  the  farmer 
business  perspectives  of  sustainability,  often  without  consciously  distinguishing  between  them. 
However,  the  farmer  business  perspective  does  not  always  correlate  with  the  sustainability 
perspective of society. For example,  to sustain  the operation of a single  farm  is clearly of “private 
business  interest”  to  that  farm,  but  the  operational  sustainability  of  the  single  farm  might  not 
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necessarily  be  of  “societal  interest”,  which  might  be  better  served  if  the  farm  ceased  to  be  a 
business and the land became a nature reserve, for instance.  
The  perspective  on  sustainability  that  is  to  be  adopted  for  further  developing  the monitoring  of 
organic farms will, to some extent, depend on the purpose of the assessments. Farm advisory tools 
will  need  to  be meaningful  to  the  farmer  (and  hence  pay  attention  to  the  sustainability  of  the 
farming businesses), and  similarly,  tools aimed at  the monitoring of  supply chains will need  to be 
relevant  to  supply  chain  business.  Tools  to  be  used  in  the  context  of  certification  and/or  policy 






of  dairy  farm  of  a  given  size)  or  product‐related  assessment  (e.g.  assessing  the  impact  of  the 





















According  to FAO  (2013) an  indicator1 provides evidence  that a condition exists, or certain  results 
have or have not been achieved, and can be either quantitative or qualitative. This is contrasted with 
a ‘metric’ that refers to a unit of measurement that is always quantitative. The widely held belief is 
that  metric  or  quantitative  indicators  are  more  accurate  than  qualitative  assessments,  but  the 
number of areas for which a full and reliable set of quantitative data exists is very limited.   
A  number  of  other  factors  in  addition  to  the  choice  between  ‘quantitative’  and  ‘qualitative’ 
indicators  also  have  impact  on  the  precision  of  the  indicator,  illustrated  with  the  example  of 
greenhouse  gas  emissions  (See  Figure  1).  A  fully  accurate  quantitative  assessment  of  the 
                                                            
1 Another way  to  classify  indicators  is  the DPSIR  framework  referring  to: Driving  force  (input  and  land use, 




Indicators  related  to  greenhouse  gas  emissions  can  be  used  to  more  clearly  illustrate  the 
differences between  indicators that essentially “measure” the same  impact on the same area 
of sustainability. Rather than there being one, most appropriate, indicator there is a spectrum 

























farm  to  be measured  directly.  This would  be  very  time  consuming  and  hence  very  costly. Many 









indirectly, based on  the question whether  certain  farm management practices  that are  known  to 
have a positive  impact are  implemented on  the  farm or by asking  for  the  farmers’ own view. For 
example, soil erosion might not be quantified as such, but tools may ask the about observation of 
soil  erosion  on  certain  fields  as  well  as  evaluating  the  implementation  of  erosion  prevention 
measures.  Precision  is  hence  influenced  by  how  closely  the  indicator  relates  to  the  problem  i.e. 
whether the desired output is measured directly or whether a proxy is used. 
Quantitative data also exist for some environmental outcomes and both PG tool and SMART use a 




The question of  the precision of  the assessment  is also closely  related  to data  requirements, data 
availability and the robustness of the data itself, as well as any calculation algorithms that the tools 
employ. Primary data are those that are collected immediately during the farm assessment, whereas 
secondary  data  include  those  data  recorded  prior  to  the  assessment  (e.g.  on‐going  wildlife 
monitoring  records,  farm  accounts,  etc.)  or  existing  from  other  sources  (e.g.  national  statistics, 
emission factors).   Primary data are more likely to be accurate in relation to the specific issue that is 




If  the assessments are  to be used across a number of different operators  the  repeatability of  the 


























































































































Table 3 below shows an assessment of a small number of social  indicators  from the PG  tool using 































Employment How many staff do you 
employ? (Casual; long term; 
family labour) 




2 Less than 1 
minute 
Less than 1 
minute 
Wage level How does the minimum 
wage that the operation 
pays to its employees 
compare with the statutory 
minimum wage that is 
generally paid in this region 








Indirect 2 – interim Primary 3 Semi-
quantitative 
Yes Regional  Same level 
in another 
location 
n/a 1 minute 15 minutes 
Wage level Can it be ruled out that 
auxiliary inputs were 
sourced from countries 
where there are problematic 
social conditions? If no, can 
information regarding the 
social compatibility of their 
production be furnished? 
(This relates to where the 











n/a 15 minutes 10 minutes 
Skills and 
knowledge 
How many training days 
have staff had per year in 












How many visitor events do 
you have per year? 
Control 
bodies 












Do you hold the "Investors 
in People" award or any 









3 - fully 
supported 
Less than 1 
minute 





Is the operations manager 
committed to preventing 
discrimination against 
women, minorities, minors 






Indirect 3 – robust Both 1 Qualitative Maybe Farm  Same level 
in another 
location 
n/a 1 minute 5 minutes 
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groups? (For large 
operations: written 
commitment is required; for 
family operations and 
smallholders: written 




Does the operation take 
measures to prevent 
discrimination against 
women, minorities, minors 







Indirect 2 – interim Primary 3 Qualitative Maybe Farm  Same level 
in another 
location 




Are there disabled people 







Indirect 1 – weak Primary 3 Quantitative Maybe Farm  Same level 
in another 
location 




Does this operation provide 
extra support to 
disadvantaged groups 
(women, minorities, 






Indirect 1 –weak Primary 3 Quantitative Maybe Farm  Same level 
in another 
location 




What proportion of the 
workforce is permanently 
employed, has social 
protection (including injury, 
illness and maternity 











Indirect 1 – weak Primary 3 Quantitative Maybe Farm  Same level 
in another 
location 
n/a 5 minutes 1 minute 
Public 
access 









2 Less than 1 
minute 




How exposed are you or 






Indirect 1 - weak Primary 3 Semi-
quantitative 




2 Less than 1 
minute 














3 - fully 
supported 
Less than 1 
minute 










This gives  four principal methodological approaches  to analysing  the sustainability performance of 
organic farming systems each with their own advantages and disadvantages (see Figure 2 below). 
Farm  assessments  with  a  fully  quantitative  approach  (top  left)  allow  the  comparison  of  the 
performance of individual companies or farms, in particular if all measurements of the category can 
be  integrated  into one single  indicator  (e.g.  total GHG  farm emissions).   However,  for many areas 
data  are  difficult  to  obtain  and  calculations  are  based  on  models  which  work  with  specific 
assumptions that do not always hold true, especially if farms/companies of different size, in different 
natural  conditions  (soil,  climate,  etc)  or  with  different  business  structures  are  compared.  The 
assessment is one‐dimensional and only themes that can be measured in a quantitative way can be 
covered (Haas et al., 2001; Whittaker et al., 2013; Schader et al., 2014). 
Product based assessments with a  fully quantitative approach  (top  right) allow  the comparison of 
products  in  relation  to  their contribution  to a certain  impact. The approach  is widely used  in LCA 
assessments. In addition to the problems that can arise for the quantitative assessment at the farm 
level,  a  particular  issue  arises when multiple  outputs  are  produced  together  as  it  is  difficult  to 
apportion impacts to each product.   
The  alternative  to  a  fully  quantitative  approach  is  a  semi‐quantitative/qualitative  approach  that 
combines a  range of  indicators  to assess  farm  /company or product performance  (bottom  left  in 








of practices. This does not exist  in all cases and  impacts of certain  inputs are often not taken  into 
account. For instance, the environmental and social impacts of feedstuffs that a dairy farm imports 









An  important conclusion of  this  framework  is  that  the choice of method crucially depends on  the 
purpose of the sustainability assessment. To select the most favourable method at the beginning of 
a project analysing  the sustainability performance of organic  farming systems, the goal(s)/purpose 
and  scope  of  the  assessment  have  to  be  defined  precisely. All  approaches  have  advantages  and 
disadvantages in different contexts. it was concluded that tools for sustainability assessment should 






The  third  stage  of work  package  1  involved  identifying  a  set  of  sustainability  outcomes  for  the 
organic sector and obtaining feedback from stakeholders. Brainstorming to decide how to select the 
list of sustainability outcomes to take forward for the rest of the project was carried out an internal 
project meeting.  The  partners  decided  to  use  the  SAFA  framework  and  to  focus  on  claims  that 





The project  team  applied  for  and obtained  a workshop  at  the  IFOAM/ISOFAR  conference held  in 
Turkey  in October 2014  (see Appendix 2). The workshop “Monitoring  the  sustainability of organic 
farming  systems within  the SAFA  framework” aimed  to provide a  forum  for discussion of  this  list 
considering  both  relevance  and  methodological  choices  and  to  assist  the  prioritisation  of  sub‐
themes.  
Two  short  presentations  by  representatives  of ORC  and  FIBL  (maximum  length  5 minutes) were 
given to set the baseline for discussion. This was followed by followed by open discussion, structured 
and  facilitated by project  staff. The presentations  included a  full  list of SAFA  sub‐themes and  the 
results of the internet search and the attendees were invited to vote on those sub‐themes that they 
thought  should  be  prioritised.  Each  individual  in  attendance  at  the workshop was  allowed  three 
votes. Due to a parallel session on animal welfare no experts on animal science/behaviour/welfare 
were present.  
To  access  the  opinions  of  a  wider  range  of  organic  stakeholders  an  on‐line  survey  on  the 
sustainability themes was constructed. The survey introduced each sub‐theme (as detailed in Table 3 
below) with a short paragraph describing what it means. Respondents were then asked to select for 
each  sub‐theme, via drop‐down menus, whether  they  thought  it was a “strength”, “weakness” or 























Despite widespread  promotion,  only  21  responses were  received.  These were  from  4  farmers,  2 
researchers, 2 businesses, 3 sector organisations (e.g. control bodies), and 10 who selected “other". 
The 10 “other” respondents included two farmers who were also consultants/researchers, an NGO, 
an  auditor,  a  trade  organisation,  and  an  international  organisation. Due  to  the  small  number  of 
respondents  it was  decided  not  to  separate  responses  into  categories,  thus  all  responses were 
considered together. 



















with  the web  search hits  in  scientific databases  indicating  the number of papers published  in  this 
area  (public health,  soil quality, greenhouse gases, water quality,  food quality,  transparency),  the 

















Decent livelihood  Quality of Life 53600 46  6 




Fair trading practises  Responsible buyers 9 0  2 
Rights of suppliers 3 0  1 
Employment relationships 607 0  3 
Labour rights  Forced labour 2060 0  1 




Equity  Non Discrimination 2880 0  2 
Gender Equality 7480 1  0 




Public Health  160000 211  8 
Indigenous Knowledge 8050 2  1 






Atmosphere  Greenhouse Gases 50900 56  7 
Air Quality  38900 6  0 
Water  Water Withdrawal 2480 0  1 
   Water use (additional term) 35200 59  1 
   Water Quality 98300 74  7 
Land  Soil Quality  30000 334  10
   Land Degradation 13200 14  1 
Biodiversity  Biodiversity (theme name) 73400 356  0 
Ecosystem Diversity 1260 1  9 
Species Diversity 21300 88  3 
Genetic Diversity 25700 10  3 
Materials & energy  Material Use  6020 0  1 
Energy Use  31400 74  6 
Waste Reduction & Disposal 30 1  1 
Animal welfare  Animal welfare (theme name) 15400 61  3 
Animal Health 22000 197  1 









Investment  Internal Investment 198 1  0 
Community Investment 727 3  1 
Long‐Ranging Investment 2 0  3 
Profitability  42800 73  1 
Vulnerability  Stability of Production 363 62  7 
Stability of Supply 216 3  0 
Stability of Market 70 7  0 
Liquidity  10200 3  2 
Risk Management 25900 129  2 
Product quality & 
information  
Food Safety  35000 86  2 
Food Quality  22800 289  5 
Product Information 14500 125  0 
Local economy  Value Creation 5830 1  3 






Governance  Mission Statement 9800 0  0 
Due Diligence 4790 0  0 
Corporate ethics  Holistic Audits 2 0  0 
Responsibility 203000 11  1 
Transparency  121000 4  7 
Accountability  Stakeholder Dialogue 806 0  2 
Grievance Procedures 425 0  1 
Conflict Resolution 12800 1  0 




Civic Responsibility 2200 0  2 
Resource Appropriation 167 0  0 
Holistic management  Sustainability Management Plan 8 0  2 





which  they  thought were  strengths or weaknesses of organic agriculture and which  they  thought 
were neither strengths nor weaknesses. Figure 3 below shows the results for this question. It can be 
seen from this that there was very little consensus of opinion for most of the sub‐themes.  












These  suggest  that  there  is  generally  good  agreement  within  the  organic  sector  that  organic 
production’s strengths lie in animal husbandry, soil management, ecology and food quality. 
There were no areas which more  than 8 of  the 21  respondents  felt  to be  a weakness of organic 












The  vast  majority  of  these  belong  within  the  governance  dimension,  which  was  also  less  well 
covered by  the  sustainability assessment  tools which were  reviewed  (Section 2.1). The  remaining 
two  (liquidity and  risk management)  refer  to  the economic dimension and may  reflect  the higher 






Figure 3: The  responses  to  the question about which sub‐themes are strengths, weaknesses or neither of 
organic agriculture.  





































































Figure 4: Responses  to  the question about which  sub‐themes  require  further development  in  the organic 
sector 



































































topic where  further development of  the organic  sector was most necessary  (Figure 4). The areas 








There was no  correlation between whether or not  a  sub‐theme was perceived as a  strength and 
whether or not it was perceived as needing further development. 
The  outcomes  of  the  different  approaches  to  eliciting  the  priorities  on which  the  organic  sector 
might want to focus in future are presented in the discussion section.  
As part of the survey, respondents could also  include open comments.  It was pointed out that the 





the area of  the Fairness principle.  “…  issues  like gender equality and  suppliers'  rights are political 
matters  that  require  action,  not  research.”  In  contrast,  one  respondent  explained  that  s/he 
answered  question  on  the  basis  of whether  research might  help  clarify  the  benefits  of  organic 
farming.  
Two participants wanted more attention to soil fertility and restoring soil health, which was seen as 
foundational  to  all  the  future  challenges.  And  another  comment  also  found  attention  to  future 
challenges to be absent, such as the end of cheap energy, depleting natural resources, and climate 
change.  “Any  true  plan  for  sustainability must  address  these  and  get  a  head  start  preparing  for 
them.”  There  was  also  concern  about  overloading  organic  farming  with  too  many  issues: 
“Associating organic farming with other non‐related issues is objectionable because it is likely to turn 
























Quality of life  X  X  
Public health  X  X X  




Food sovereignty    X  
Responsible buyers      X
Rights of suppliers    X  X





Greenhouse gases  X  X X 
Air quality  X   
Water use  X  X 
Water quality  X  X X X 
Soil quality  X  X X  
Biodiversity  X  X X 
Energy use  X  X X  X
Ecosystem diversity    X X  
Animal health    X  
Animal welfare    X  
Freedom from stress    X  
Genetic diversity    X X 
Species diversity    X  
Water withdrawal    X 
Land degradation    X X 






Profitability  X    X
Food safety  X  X  
Food quality    X X  
Stability of production    X X 
Product information    X  
Risk management      X
Stability of markets      X
Stability of supply      X
Good governance
Responsibility  X   
Transparency  X  X  
Legitimacy  X   
Full‐cost accounting    X X  X




There  was  no  statistical  correlation  in  the  survey  data  between  being  an  area  of  strength  or 










strengths  of  organic  production,  e.g.  ecosystem  diversity,  soil  quality,  food  quality.  Other  areas 
identified as priority themes are perceived as less strong, i.e. full cost accounting. Some of the most 





3 Interdependencies  and  correlations  of  the  sustainability  outcomes  and 
indicators (WP2) 
Work Package 2 essentially covered the second aim of the project: to look at interdependencies and 
correlations of  the  sustainability outcomes  and  indicators.  The work package description  is  given 
below in italics. 
WP2 will  examine  in  detail  the  interdependencies,  interactions/feedbacks  and  correlations  of  the 
sustainability  outcomes  and  key  indicators  identified  in WP1  in  order  to make  the  synergies  and 
conflicts of indicator performance transparent. The starting point for this task will be a cross impact 
matrix to be completed by the project partners and selected external experts, which will determine 
the  direction  of  impact  (positive  and  negative).  Existing  end‐point  Life  Cycle  Impact  Assessment 
Methodologies  (e.g.  EcoIndicator  992)  that  model  the  interdependencies  between  indicators  for 
product  level  impact assessment will be reviewed to explore to what extent  the approaches of Life 
Cycle Impact Assessment methodologies could be used to further quantify such interdependencies in 
farm  level  sustainability assessments.  Furthermore, other  scientific  literature will be  reviewed and 
key experts  (researchers) will be  interviewed  to explore how  interdependencies could be expressed 
(qualitatively or quantitatively)  for those areas and  indicators where  the project cannot  learn  from 
Life Cycle Impact Assessment Methodologies. 
3.1 Approach 
Given  the  results  from WP1  about  the  principal ways  of  assessing  sustainability  dimensions  and 
themes,  it was decided not to  look at single LCA methodologies as they were viewed as being too 










the same  time  indicators may affect one sub‐theme positively and another one negatively.  In  this 
case there is a trade‐off between the two sub‐themes. 
For this study, the approximately 1400 relationships between indicators and sub‐themes, which are 
specified  in  the  SMART‐Farm  Tool,  were  systematically  analysed  considering  whether  the  sub‐
themes are  influenced by similar farm management strategies or conflicting ones. This  is described 
in  Equation  1.  A  correlation  coefficient which  describes  the  degree  of  uniformity  of  impacts  of 
indicators  on  all  combinations  of  sub‐themes,  was  calculated  for  each  sub‐theme  (SYNij).  It  is 









SYNij = 1‐((∑x(IMni – IMnj)2) / 665)  for all i and j    Equation 1 
where n is the index for the indicators and i and j are indices of sub‐themes. 
Trade‐offs (TOij) were calculated according to Equation 2 by summing up the squares of deviations of 
the single  impacts of  the  indicators between  two sub‐themes  (IMni and  IMnj). For determining  the 
trade‐offs  between  the  dimensions  the  sum  of  trade‐offs  in  a  sub‐theme  or  between  two  sub‐
themes, respectively, was calculated. 




could be  identified for the themes  in the governance (86% of correlation between  indicator‐theme 
impact  relationships on average  for  the  sub‐themes  in  this dimension) and  the  social dimensions 


































































Governance 86% 59% 73% 78% Governance    -      -     59    -   
Environmental integrity 59% 52% 54% 56% Environmental integrity    -    540  276   68 
Economic resilience 73% 54% 69% 69% Economic resilience   59  276  144  115 
Social Well-Being 78% 56% 69% 78% Social Well-Being    -     68  115    -   
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At  sub‐theme  level  (see  Appendix  4),  in  the  environmental  dimension,  the  least  synergies were 





In  the  economic  dimension,  a)  the  sub‐themes  product  information,  value  creation  and  local 
procurement showed  the  largest synergies as well as b) stability of markets and stability of supply 
and c)  internal, community and  long‐term  investments. While risk management showed the  lowest 
degree of synergies to other economic sub‐themes. 
In the social dimension, public health, workspace safety and quality of life had the lowest degree of 
synergies  to  the other  social  sub‐themes.  In  the governance dimension only  legitimacy  showed a 
slightly lower degree of synergies to other sub‐themes. 
The  trade‐offs were  classified  into  three  groups:  a)  Trade‐offs between dimensions, b)  trade‐offs 
between  sub‐themes  within  one  dimension  and  c)  trade‐offs  between  sub‐themes  in  different 
dimensions.  It was found that trade‐offs between the environmental and the economic dimension 
were greatest, mainly due  to  trade‐offs with  the  sub‐theme  stability of production  (see Annex 4). 
Trade‐offs between the social and the economic dimension were also substantial due to profitability 
and  stability of production on  the one hand and public health and workplace  safety on  the other 
hand. There were also trade‐offs between the social and the environmental dimension however to a 
lower  extent.  The  main  conflict  is  between  profitability  on  the  one  hand  and  legitimacy  and 
responsibility on  the other hand. There are no  trade‐offs between  the governance dimension and 
the dimensions of environmental integrity and social well‐being.  
Interestingly the trade‐offs within the environmental dimension were even larger than the trade‐offs 




most  of  the  environmental,  social  and  economic  sub‐themes.  Trade‐offs  between  the  economic 
dimension on the one hand and the environmental and social dimensions on the other hand, need 
to be accepted at farm level, but could be addressed by policy makers, to help farmers set the right 
priorities. The environmental dimension  is most difficult  to optimise as substantial  trade‐offs exist 
both within it and with other dimensions. Priorities need to be set depending on the specific context 







The  project  aimed  to  contribute  to  the  development  of  sustainability  impact  assessments  of 
organic/ecological  farms,  building  on  the  FAO  SAFA  Guidelines  (FAO,  2015)  and  other  relevant 
approaches.  This  involved  an  analysis  and  evaluation  of  existing  sustainability  assessment 
approaches which aimed to identify suitable indicators, sets of indicators or sustainability themes to 
assess  the  sustainability  performance  of  ecological/organic  farms  (WP1),  to  identify 
interdependencies  and  correlations  between  the  identified  performance  outcomes  and 
indicators/sub‐themes  (WP2)  and  to  synthesise  the  results  regarding  indicators  and  sustainability 
themes for organic agriculture for dissemination to a wide range of stakeholders (WP3).  
Early on in the project  it was decided to focus the work  in WP 1 and WP2 on sustainability themes 
rather than  individual  indicators. The review made clear that the choice of the  ‘ideal’  indicator for 




shortlist  to  take  forward  into  future  research  and  for  consideration  within  the  wider  organic 




Growing  interest  in assessing  the  sustainability of agriculture  in  terms of  its environmental,  social 
and economic impact has led to the development of indicators and a variety of tools.  The purpose 
of tool development  includes research, product  labelling and CSR reporting, policy monitoring and 














The  precision  of  the  indicator  relates  to  the  choice  between  indicators/tools  that  quantify 
performance  (e.g.  GHG  emissions  in  terms  of  CO2  equivalents)  and  those  that  use  a  semi‐




choice between assessments and  tools  that assess  the unit of production  (e.g.  farm, area,  supply 
chain business) or a unit of product (e.g. kg, monetary value or energy unit). The final choice of tool 
will also be influenced by data availability and/or cost of data collection, and relevance to the users.  
All of  the  approaches of  the different  tools have  advantages  and disadvantages  and  there  is  a 
trade‐off between the coverage and scope of sustainability themes, the depth and precision of the 




well as the goals and objectives for the specific theme/objective to be assessed.   For  instance,  if 
the purpose is the quantification and comparison of the carbon footprint between farms, it is most 
appropriate to quantify the emissions  in  terms of CO2‐equivalents. However,  if the purpose of the 
assessment  is mainly  to  advise  farmers  on  how  to  improve  their  sustainability  performance  in  a 
broader  sense,  then  a  tool  with  management‐related  indicators  leading  to  management 
recommendations may be more appropriate.   Using different  tools on  the same  farm may  lead  to 








climate and energy policies).  It was also  found  that most  tools did not, as yet,  include  the  fourth 
dimension  of  good  governance  that  has  been  included  in  the  SAFA  framework  (the  review was 
carried out very shortly after the release of the SAFA guidelines). As many tools are being updated, 
the  further  inclusion  of  assessment  metrics  within  the  area  of  social  sustainability  and  good 
governance should be encouraged, building the SAFA guidelines and on other recent developments 
(e.g.  the  UNEP  guidelines  on  social  LCA,  DFID  Sustainable  Livelihoods  Framework,  FAO  World 
Agriculture Watch (WAW)). The newly developed SMART (Sustainability Monitoring and Assessment 
Routine  Tool)  already  covers  all  four  areas within  the  SAFA  guidelines.    The  term  ‘Sustainability 
assessment’ should only be used  if at  least  three dimensions  (triple bottom  line) are covered and 
communication  of  sustainability  requires  full  transparency  about  the  perspectives,  values  and 
assumptions.  
However,  there  is  a  need  for  prioritisation  of  topics  for  detailed  sustainability monitoring  of  the 









The  project  investigated  the  importance  of  sustainability  themes  and  sub‐themes  to  the  organic 
sector  in  three ways. An  internet  search was expected  to help  in  identifying areas where  there  is 
currently much debate about  the performance of organic  farming; a prioritisation workshop at an 





























The  results  from  these  three different approaches  suggest  that  that  there  is no  simple of way of 
identifying  organic  sector  priorities  for  assessment  and  the  two  approaches  that  involved 
stakeholder participation (workshop and on‐line survey) have clear limitations because of the small 






Social Well‐Being  public  health  and  quality  of  life  are  seen  as  strengths, with  the  results  of  the 
internet search suggesting that this strength might not be well proven by evidence at present. The 
third  important  sub‐theme  in  this  area  –rights  of  suppliers‐  comes  up  as  important  for  further 
development of  the sector which  is particularly  relevant  for supply chain operators. This  is clearly 





further  development  which  is  also  required  for  genetic  diversity  and  land  degradation.  The 
importance of theme of animal welfare in the international workshop might have been affected by a 
specific workshop in parallel to this one that happened at the same time.   
In  the  dimension  of  Economic  Resilience  food  safety,  food  quality  and  profitability  fall  into  the 


















Focusing  in on  these areas  for  further development could be a useful step‐forward  in ensuing  the 
continuing growth of the sector and the effective communication of its benefits. It was not possible 
to  develop  a  comprehensive  set  of  indicators  that  should  be  used  monitor  the  organic  sector 
















the  SMART  tool  (constructed  to  be  in  line with  the  58  sub‐themes  of  the  SAFA  guidelines).  The 
relationships  between  indicators  and  sub‐themes  determined  whether  the  sub‐themes  are 
influenced  by  similar  farm  management  strategies  or  conflicting  ones.  When  looking  at  the 
individual dimensions,  the most similar and synergistic management strategies could be  identified 
for  the  themes  in  the  governance  and  the  social  dimension.  The  least  degree  of  uniformity  in 




the  environmental  and  governance  dimension.  Overall  it was  further  found  that  optimizing  the 
governance dimension  is  likely to have positive synergies with most of the environmental, social 
and  economic  sub‐themes.  This  is  in  line  with  conclusions  from  the  Sustainability  Training  for 
Organic Advisors  (STOAS) project which state  that motivating  farmers and enhancing  their skills  in 
production techniques and entrepreneurship  is an  important action to for development of organic 
farms  towards  greater  sustainability  alongside  standard  setting  and  certification  (STOAS,  20153). 
Further research on synergies and trade‐offs using samples of farms is urgently required. 
At sub‐theme  level,  in the environmental dimension, the  least synergies were  found between the 
animal welfare sub‐theme (animal health and freedom from stress) on the one hand and rest of the 
environmental  sub‐themes  on  the  other  hand.  Furthermore,  synergies  between  material  and 
energy use on the one hand and biodiversity, water quality, soil quality and land degradation on the 




community  and  long‐term  investments,  while  risk  management  showed  the  lowest  degree  of 
synergies to other economic sub‐themes.    In the social dimension, public health, workspace safety 
and  quality  of  life  had  the  lowest  degree  of  synergies  to  the  other  social  sub‐themes.  In  the 
governance dimension only  legitimacy  showed  a  slightly  lower degree of  synergies  to other  sub‐
themes  in  the  governance  dimension.    Interestingly  the  trade‐offs  within  the  environmental 











sustainability  and  the  development  of  assessment  approaches  and  recent  discussions within  the 
movement have identified continuous improvement towards best practice in sustainability to be one 




one  of  the  reasons  for  consumers’ willingness  to  pay  a  premium  for  organic  food.   With  these 
elements  in  mind  some  key  conclusions  and  recommendations  have  been  drawn  from  the 
assessments described in this report: 
1. Results  from  the project have  illustrated  that  choosing  the most promising  indicators  for 
the organic sector needs to be driven by the  importance of the theme as well as using a 
suitable  method.    Choosing  tools  solely  on  the  basis  of  desirable  goals  may  lead  to 






Sustainable  Livelihoods  Framework)  and  take  a  multi‐actor  approach  through  existing 
networks  (e.g.  within  the  European  Innovation  Partnership  Programme).  Indicator 
development  should  also  consider  stakeholder  views  and  perspectives  and  decide  on 
threshold values that indicate poor, acceptable and good performance.  
3. The  assessment  of  synergies  and  trade‐offs  has  illustrated  that  farms  optimizing  the 





accepted at farm  level. There  is scope  for these to be addressed by policy makers, to help 
the  farmers  set  the  right priorities.  The  environmental dimension  also  appears  to be  the 
most difficult to optimise as substantial trade‐offs exist within  itself. Priorities also need to 
be set depending on the specific context of the farm.  
4. Areas of  sustainability  that  are perceived by  those within  the  sector  as being potential 
strengths  were  identified.  These  could  be  harnessed  in  terms  of  communicating  the 
benefits  of  organic  production.    These  key  strengths  include  biodiversity,  ecosystem 
diversity, soil quality and greenhouse gas emissions.  Although such key strengths may seem 






further  development  by  those  within  the  organic  sector.  These  include  the  rights  of 














WP3 will bring all results of the previous WPs  together and report the outcome of  the project  in a 
range  of  ways.  It  is  envisaged  that  the  project  will  include  presentation  of  the  results  at  one 
international workshop  in  cooperation with  IFOAM and  FAO  (such as  the Round Table of Organic 
Agriculture and Climate Change and SOAAN) activity to explore how the  indicator set developed  in 
this  project  can  be  used  as  a  role  model  for  sustainability  monitoring  in  organic/ecological 
agriculture.  
The  project  outcomes  will  also  be  publicized  and  results  disseminated  through  a  range  of  other 
activities which will include at least two peer‐reviewed journal articles; two conference proceedings; 
several  magazine  articles  (e.g.  in  the  Organic  Research  Centre  Bulletin,  which  addresses  the  UK 
organic  farming  community)  and  a  written  report  submitted  to  IFOAM  and  through  information 
posted on the websites of the project partners’ organizations.  Finally the project will develop a FAQ‐
section  giving  detailed  recommendations  on  how  the  indicator  set  should  be  used  or  applied  in 
various contexts.   
Over  the  course  of  the  project  the  following methods were  used  as  a means  of  promoting  the 
project, revealing its results and involving stakeholders: 
International workshops 
Sustainability workshop,  ISOFAR/IFOAM conference meeting  in Turkey, 15 October 2014 with  two 
presentations  
- Schader,  C  (2014)  Brief  introduction  to  the  methodological  choices  in  relation  to 
sustainability assessment.  
- Padel,  S  (2014) A  shortlist of  sustainability  themes highly  relevant  for monitoring organic 
agriculture.  
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The  SAFA  (Sustainability Assessment  for  Food  and Agriculture  systems) Guidelines,  developed  by 
FAO, provide an international reference for sustainability management, monitoring and reporting in 
food and agriculture at all  levels of the supply chain.  In December 2013, the final SAFA Guidelines 
were  published. Due  to  time  constraints  in  our  project  plan, we  had  to  base  our  assessment  in 
Section 3 on the preliminary version, published in June 2012. 
SAFA  defines  sustainable  food  and  agriculture  systems  based  on  an  extensive  global  stakeholder 
survey  and  face‐to‐face  interviews  with  selected  experts.  The  SAFA  Guidelines  include 
environmental  integrity, economic resilience, social well‐being and good governance as dimensions 
of  sustainability.  The  guidelines  outline  a  procedure  for  an  integrated  and  holistic  analysis  of  all 
dimensions  of  sustainability,  including  the  selection  of  appropriate  indicators  and  rating  of 












4) governance  –  governance  structure,  accountability,  participation,  rule  of  law,  holistic 
management. 
The  sustainability polygon, which provides  a  visual  interpretation of  the  results, utilizes  a  “traffic 
light” representation that highlights where an activity’s performance is insufficient (red), moderate, 















give  sufficient  in‐depth  information  on  the  farm’s  performance  on  that  sustainability  area while 
allowing the assessment to be carried out in 2‐4 hours without taking too much of the farmer’s time. 
It  incorporates a variety of areas of  sustainability, which are defined and  summarized  through 11 
“spurs”, accounting for a range of benefits: social, environmental and economic; by means of these 
spurs, the tool assesses each individual farm: 







For  each  spur  a  range  of  activities  were  selected  based  on  a  discussion  during  a  stakeholder 
workshop  and  a  subsequent  literature  review  (bottom‐up  process);  the  scores  for  each  spur  are 
obtained by averaging the scores for all its activities. 
The  results  are  then  shown  on  a  radar  diagram,  allowing  farmers  to  directly  see  areas  of  good 






MOTIFS  (Monitoring  Tool  for  Integrated  Farm  Sustainability)  is  an  indicator‐based  tool  designed 
specifically  to advise Flemish dairy  farmers on several aspects of  farm sustainability, and hence  to 
guide  them  towards more sustainable agricultural production  (Marchand et al., 2010; Meul et al., 
2008; Van Passel and Meul 2012). 
The  process  of  developing  MOTIFS  was  based  on  a  trans‐disciplinary  dialogue  between  many 















different  methods  (e.g.  scientific  knowledge  and  legislative  standards,  reference  group  of 
comparable farms, production possibility curve, best available techniques, results of a questionnaire, 
expert  judgment),  in order to rescale  indicator values  into scores between 0 (worst‐case situation) 
and 100  (maximum sustainability);  this  rescaling allows  for a comprehensive overview and mutual 
comparison of  indicators  for different aspects of sustainability  (Marchand et al., 2010; Meul et al., 
2008; Meul et al., 2009; Van Passel and Meul 2012). 
Indicators were weighted  assuming  that  all  selected  sustainability  themes  are  equally  important, 
taking into account the equality of the three pillars; within a specific theme, all the indicators were 
equally  important and consequently assigned an equal weight – except  in  two cases,  ‘productivity 
and efficiency’ and ‘soil quality’4 (Meul et al., 2008). 
A  trans‐disciplinary  approach  of  expert  and  stakeholder  participation was  used  to  carry  out  the 
validation  of  the  indicators,  presenting  each  indicator  to  a  feedback  group  of  experts  and 
















4 According  to Meul  et  al.  (2008),  some  indicators were  given  a  specific weight  if  considered more or  less 
important than others; this was the case with the indicators of “productivity and efficiency” and “soil quality”. 





RISE  (Response‐Inducing  Sustainability  Evaluation)  is  a  computer‐based  tool  for  assessing  the 
sustainability of  farm operations across  the  three  sustainability dimensions  (Grenz et al., 2012).  It 






Based  on  the  experience  in  practical  applications  ‐  over  1400  farms  in more  than  40  countries 
worldwide were analysed by May 2015 (HAFL, 2015) ‐ RISE is adapted and improved on a continuous 



















The  results  are  thoroughly  discussed  with  farmers  and  further  explained with  the  support  of  a 
trained  agronomist;  based  on  the  report,  farm  potentials  and  deficits  are  discussed,  alongside 
potential measures  for  improvement which could be  taken and discussion of how  to  facilitate  the 
next steps (Grenz et al., 2012). Furthermore, the results allow farmers to situate themselves within a 










Response,  developed  by  OECD  (1997)  ‐    which  is  used  as  a  structure  for  the  selection  of 
environmental  indicators.  The  indicators  are  selected  based  on whether  they  describe  an  agro‐








For  the  IRENA project, 42  (sub‐)  indicators were produced  in order  to  identify  the essential  agri‐
environmental  issues  (D‐P‐S‐I) and to analyse the targeting of policy responses (R)  (EEA 2005); the 
concept builds on the idea that indicator selection should be guided by the cause‐effect relationships 
between  the Drivers  and  their  related  Pressure,  and  the  changes  in  the  State  and  the  resulting 
Impact. 
The  IRENA  indicators are  to be used at a high hierarchical  level  (regions and  countries), not as a 








supply  chains,  centering  around  the  products  themselves  but  also  taking  into  consideration  the 




best  practices  of  sustainable  organic  agriculture  and  its  value  chains;  this  document,  along with 














SMART  mainly  consists  of  a  specifically  created  database  including  a  sophisticated  rating 
methodology  as  well  as  a  comprehensive  pool  of  indicators.  With  these,  the  sustainability 
performance of  farms and  companies  can be assessed  in a  credible,  transparent and  comparable 
way.   
SMART  allows  the  sustainability  assessment  of  primary  producers  (agricultural  and  horticultural 
farms) as well as food processing companies up to complex food corporations. Despite its scientific 




A  company  analysis with  SMART  is  conducted by  experts  from  SFS GmbH  using  a  clearly 
defined approach. Depending on  the sphere of  influence, suppliers and primary producers 
will  also  be  included  in  the  analysis  and  separately  assessed.  If  a  separate  analysis  of  all 
suppliers and primary producers  is not feasible, for example  in the case of companies that 
have  a  very  large  product  portfolio  or  supplier  structure,  assessments  can  be  limited  to 




sample  of  a  certain  group,  for  example  the  agricultural  suppliers  of  a  company  or  the 
licensees  of  an  association,  may  be  assessed.  The  assessment,  including  a  tour  of  the 




at  FiBL  and  are  regularly  updated  based  on  the  latest  scientific  knowledge.  Further  reference 























which  actions  of  the  assessed  entity  only  have  an  indirect  impact,  as  for  example, when  buying 
agricultural raw material from intermediaries.  
The  consideration  of  the  indirect  sphere  of  influence  is  crucial,  since  the  most  important 
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78% 78% 76% 79% 75% 86% 82% 87% 77% 84% 82% 100% 76% 79% 44% 58% 74% 55% 46% 56% 54% 46% 75% 55% 53% 62% 38% 36% 67% 74% 79% 61% 47% 71% 71% 78% 35% 51% 66% 81% 77% 82% 66% 77% 91% 86% 86% 76% 82% 82% 83% 80% 80% 82% 62% 39% 86% 77%
Holistic Management Sustainability Management Plan
95% 78% 89% 95% 88% 81% 85% 80% 77% 85% 89% 76% 100% 94% 49% 63% 76% 57% 51% 61% 59% 51% 81% 61% 59% 68% 43% 42% 72% 79% 84% 70% 55% 76% 77% 84% 48% 56% 72% 83% 82% 87% 60% 84% 79% 80% 85% 76% 83% 84% 84% 82% 82% 84% 64% 39% 87% 77%
Holistic Management Full-Cost Accounting
96% 80% 94% 95% 91% 86% 90% 85% 80% 88% 90% 79% 94% 100% 55% 69% 81% 62% 56% 66% 64% 57% 86% 65% 63% 72% 48% 47% 77% 84% 90% 73% 57% 82% 82% 89% 48% 62% 77% 85% 87% 92% 63% 88% 84% 84% 88% 80% 86% 87% 88% 86% 86% 88% 68% 44% 92% 82%
Atmosphere Greenhouse Gases
53% 44% 49% 51% 44% 51% 54% 50% 44% 50% 54% 44% 49% 55% 100% 81% 46% 39% 39% 52% 51% 42% 53% 44% 68% 42% 15% 14% 56% 49% 57% 41% 31% 53% 46% 53% 9% 28% 43% 51% 51% 62% 28% 52% 48% 48% 53% 44% 51% 52% 52% 51% 51% 52% 33% 10% 57% 47%
Atmosphere Air Quality
68% 58% 63% 65% 58% 65% 68% 64% 59% 64% 68% 58% 63% 69% 81% 100% 60% 54% 47% 49% 55% 50% 67% 54% 78% 57% 28% 27% 66% 63% 68% 55% 41% 70% 60% 68% 22% 45% 61% 65% 65% 76% 42% 66% 63% 63% 67% 58% 65% 66% 66% 65% 65% 66% 48% 30% 71% 60%
Water Water Withdrawal
80% 70% 76% 78% 71% 78% 81% 77% 71% 77% 81% 74% 76% 81% 46% 60% 100% 57% 48% 58% 56% 50% 77% 66% 55% 64% 40% 38% 72% 75% 81% 63% 52% 73% 73% 80% 37% 55% 68% 76% 78% 83% 54% 79% 78% 75% 80% 71% 78% 78% 79% 77% 77% 79% 59% 42% 83% 73%
Water Water Quality
61% 53% 57% 59% 52% 59% 62% 58% 55% 58% 62% 55% 57% 62% 39% 54% 57% 100% 55% 56% 50% 53% 61% 51% 47% 61% 22% 19% 52% 56% 62% 47% 35% 61% 54% 61% 19% 52% 62% 57% 59% 65% 35% 60% 59% 56% 61% 52% 59% 60% 60% 58% 58% 60% 44% 57% 64% 55%
Land Soil Quality
55% 47% 50% 52% 46% 52% 56% 51% 49% 52% 56% 46% 51% 56% 39% 47% 48% 55% 100% 72% 64% 70% 56% 44% 43% 51% 14% 13% 46% 50% 58% 41% 35% 55% 48% 55% 14% 46% 55% 50% 53% 58% 29% 54% 50% 50% 54% 46% 52% 53% 54% 52% 52% 54% 40% 36% 58% 48%
Land Land Degradation
65% 57% 61% 63% 56% 62% 66% 61% 56% 62% 66% 56% 61% 66% 52% 49% 58% 56% 72% 100% 67% 63% 65% 47% 43% 49% 25% 23% 57% 60% 68% 52% 45% 58% 58% 65% 28% 40% 53% 61% 63% 69% 39% 64% 60% 60% 65% 56% 63% 64% 64% 62% 63% 64% 46% 23% 68% 58%
Biodiversity Ecosystem Diversity
63% 53% 59% 61% 54% 60% 64% 59% 54% 60% 64% 54% 59% 64% 51% 55% 56% 50% 64% 67% 100% 87% 66% 46% 45% 53% 23% 24% 57% 64% 65% 47% 39% 63% 56% 63% 21% 42% 59% 59% 61% 66% 37% 62% 58% 58% 63% 54% 61% 62% 62% 60% 60% 62% 42% 29% 66% 56%
Biodiversity Species Diversity
55% 49% 51% 53% 46% 53% 56% 52% 48% 52% 56% 46% 51% 57% 42% 50% 50% 53% 70% 63% 87% 100% 64% 42% 43% 47% 15% 16% 49% 55% 57% 41% 31% 57% 48% 55% 17% 44% 57% 51% 53% 59% 29% 54% 50% 50% 55% 46% 53% 54% 54% 53% 53% 54% 38% 35% 60% 53%
Biodiversity Genetic Diversity
85% 78% 80% 83% 76% 82% 86% 81% 76% 82% 86% 75% 81% 86% 53% 67% 77% 61% 56% 65% 66% 64% 100% 64% 61% 68% 44% 44% 74% 81% 86% 67% 55% 77% 78% 85% 42% 59% 77% 80% 83% 88% 59% 84% 80% 80% 84% 76% 82% 83% 84% 82% 82% 84% 65% 43% 90% 91%
Materials and Energy Material Use
64% 56% 61% 63% 55% 62% 65% 60% 56% 61% 66% 55% 61% 65% 44% 54% 66% 51% 44% 47% 46% 42% 64% 100% 60% 71% 25% 23% 54% 60% 65% 46% 37% 61% 58% 64% 20% 39% 57% 64% 62% 73% 38% 63% 59% 59% 64% 55% 62% 63% 63% 62% 62% 63% 47% 32% 67% 59%
Materials and Energy Energy Use
62% 54% 58% 61% 53% 60% 63% 58% 55% 59% 64% 53% 59% 63% 68% 78% 55% 47% 43% 43% 45% 43% 61% 60% 100% 62% 23% 20% 62% 58% 63% 51% 40% 66% 57% 62% 17% 42% 56% 62% 60% 71% 36% 61% 57% 57% 62% 53% 60% 61% 61% 60% 60% 61% 43% 26% 65% 56%
Materials and Energy Waste Reduction & Disposal
71% 64% 68% 69% 63% 69% 72% 68% 68% 70% 73% 62% 68% 72% 42% 57% 64% 61% 51% 49% 53% 47% 68% 71% 62% 100% 33% 29% 63% 67% 72% 55% 42% 69% 68% 71% 30% 60% 70% 70% 69% 75% 46% 70% 66% 66% 71% 62% 69% 70% 70% 69% 69% 70% 53% 51% 74% 65%
Animal Welfare Animal Health
47% 37% 43% 45% 38% 45% 48% 43% 38% 44% 48% 38% 43% 48% 15% 28% 40% 22% 14% 25% 23% 15% 44% 25% 23% 33% 100% 79% 36% 43% 48% 38% 31% 40% 40% 47% 11% 24% 48% 43% 45% 51% 21% 46% 42% 42% 47% 38% 45% 46% 46% 45% 45% 46% 27% 7% 50% 40%
Animal Welfare Freedom from Stress
46% 36% 41% 43% 37% 43% 47% 42% 37% 43% 47% 36% 42% 47% 14% 27% 38% 19% 13% 23% 24% 16% 44% 23% 20% 29% 79% 100% 34% 41% 46% 35% 24% 40% 39% 46% 5% 19% 42% 42% 44% 49% 20% 45% 41% 41% 45% 37% 43% 44% 45% 43% 43% 45% 25% 0% 49% 41%
Investment Internal Investment
76% 66% 72% 74% 67% 73% 77% 72% 67% 73% 77% 67% 72% 77% 56% 66% 72% 52% 46% 57% 57% 49% 74% 54% 62% 63% 36% 34% 100% 76% 85% 68% 52% 74% 69% 76% 35% 50% 64% 72% 74% 80% 50% 79% 74% 71% 76% 67% 74% 75% 75% 73% 74% 75% 56% 30% 79% 69%
Investment Community Investment
83% 74% 79% 83% 74% 80% 85% 79% 74% 80% 88% 74% 79% 84% 49% 63% 75% 56% 50% 60% 64% 55% 81% 60% 58% 67% 43% 41% 76% 100% 87% 61% 51% 76% 76% 83% 38% 55% 71% 79% 90% 86% 61% 89% 80% 78% 83% 76% 81% 82% 82% 80% 80% 82% 62% 40% 87% 76%
Investment Long-Ranging Investment
88% 79% 84% 86% 79% 86% 89% 85% 79% 85% 89% 79% 84% 90% 57% 68% 81% 62% 58% 68% 65% 57% 86% 65% 63% 72% 48% 46% 85% 87% 100% 72% 60% 81% 81% 88% 46% 61% 77% 84% 86% 92% 64% 92% 86% 83% 88% 81% 86% 87% 87% 86% 88% 87% 68% 44% 92% 81%
Investment Profitability
70% 60% 67% 66% 61% 68% 70% 66% 60% 66% 69% 61% 70% 73% 41% 55% 63% 47% 41% 52% 47% 41% 67% 46% 51% 55% 38% 35% 68% 61% 72% 100% 60% 67% 65% 76% 34% 43% 58% 65% 66% 73% 41% 68% 65% 65% 69% 61% 67% 68% 68% 67% 67% 68% 49% 24% 72% 63%
Vulnerability Stability of Production
56% 46% 53% 54% 48% 55% 57% 54% 47% 53% 57% 47% 55% 57% 31% 41% 52% 35% 35% 45% 39% 31% 55% 37% 40% 42% 31% 24% 52% 51% 60% 60% 100% 55% 54% 65% 53% 29% 46% 52% 54% 60% 34% 58% 54% 52% 56% 49% 54% 55% 55% 54% 55% 55% 35% 11% 59% 50%
Vulnerability Stability of Supply
80% 71% 76% 78% 71% 78% 81% 77% 71% 77% 81% 71% 76% 82% 53% 70% 73% 61% 55% 58% 63% 57% 77% 61% 66% 69% 40% 40% 74% 76% 81% 67% 55% 100% 74% 80% 38% 58% 73% 77% 78% 84% 55% 81% 77% 79% 83% 71% 79% 79% 79% 78% 78% 79% 60% 43% 83% 73%
Vulnerability Stability of Market
81% 71% 76% 78% 72% 80% 82% 79% 72% 77% 82% 71% 77% 82% 46% 60% 73% 54% 48% 58% 56% 48% 78% 58% 57% 68% 40% 39% 69% 76% 81% 65% 54% 74% 100% 83% 49% 56% 72% 79% 78% 84% 55% 81% 77% 76% 80% 72% 78% 79% 79% 78% 78% 79% 60% 38% 84% 100%
Vulnerability Liquidity
88% 78% 83% 85% 79% 86% 89% 85% 78% 85% 89% 78% 84% 89% 53% 68% 80% 61% 55% 65% 63% 55% 85% 64% 62% 71% 47% 46% 76% 83% 88% 76% 65% 80% 83% 100% 52% 60% 76% 83% 86% 91% 62% 86% 83% 83% 87% 79% 85% 86% 86% 85% 85% 86% 67% 43% 91% 81%
Vulnerability Risk Management
46% 47% 47% 44% 46% 43% 43% 42% 40% 43% 44% 35% 48% 48% 9% 22% 37% 19% 14% 28% 21% 17% 42% 20% 17% 30% 11% 5% 35% 38% 46% 34% 53% 38% 49% 52% 100% 41% 43% 42% 42% 46% 30% 41% 38% 41% 44% 40% 41% 41% 42% 41% 43% 43% 34% 18% 48% 38%
Product Quality & 
Information
Food Safety
60% 66% 60% 58% 57% 57% 61% 56% 65% 60% 61% 51% 56% 62% 28% 45% 55% 52% 46% 40% 42% 44% 59% 39% 42% 60% 24% 19% 50% 55% 61% 43% 29% 58% 56% 60% 41% 100% 75% 61% 58% 64% 34% 59% 55% 55% 60% 51% 58% 59% 59% 57% 58% 59% 48% 74% 66% 55%
Product Quality & 
Information
Food Quality
76% 70% 76% 74% 69% 73% 77% 72% 69% 73% 77% 66% 72% 77% 43% 61% 68% 62% 55% 53% 59% 57% 77% 57% 56% 70% 48% 42% 64% 71% 77% 58% 46% 73% 72% 76% 43% 75% 100% 73% 74% 79% 50% 75% 71% 71% 75% 67% 74% 74% 75% 73% 73% 75% 55% 56% 81% 72%
Product Quality & 
Information
Product Information
83% 80% 86% 83% 82% 81% 86% 80% 78% 80% 88% 81% 83% 85% 51% 65% 76% 57% 50% 61% 59% 51% 80% 64% 62% 70% 43% 42% 72% 79% 84% 65% 52% 77% 79% 83% 42% 61% 73% 100% 81% 89% 61% 82% 80% 83% 87% 81% 86% 87% 88% 84% 84% 87% 68% 40% 86% 78%
Local Economy Value Creation
86% 76% 81% 84% 77% 83% 87% 82% 79% 82% 88% 77% 82% 87% 51% 65% 78% 59% 53% 63% 61% 53% 83% 62% 60% 69% 45% 44% 74% 90% 86% 66% 54% 78% 78% 86% 42% 58% 74% 81% 100% 89% 67% 90% 81% 81% 85% 85% 85% 85% 86% 83% 83% 86% 65% 42% 89% 78%
Local Economy Local Procurement
91% 81% 87% 89% 82% 88% 92% 87% 82% 88% 92% 82% 87% 92% 62% 76% 83% 65% 58% 69% 66% 59% 88% 73% 71% 75% 51% 49% 80% 86% 92% 73% 60% 84% 84% 91% 46% 64% 79% 89% 89% 100% 65% 90% 86% 86% 91% 82% 89% 90% 90% 88% 89% 90% 71% 46% 94% 84%
Decent Livelihood Quality of Life
62% 62% 60% 62% 54% 68% 71% 68% 61% 66% 68% 66% 60% 63% 28% 42% 54% 35% 29% 39% 37% 29% 59% 38% 36% 46% 21% 20% 50% 61% 64% 41% 34% 55% 55% 62% 30% 34% 50% 61% 67% 65% 100% 61% 65% 68% 71% 73% 72% 71% 72% 74% 74% 71% 60% 18% 67% 59%
Decent Livelihood Capacity Development
86% 77% 82% 84% 77% 84% 87% 83% 77% 83% 87% 77% 84% 88% 52% 66% 79% 60% 54% 64% 62% 54% 84% 63% 61% 70% 46% 45% 79% 89% 92% 68% 58% 81% 81% 86% 41% 59% 75% 82% 90% 90% 61% 100% 87% 82% 86% 79% 84% 85% 85% 84% 84% 85% 66% 42% 90% 79%
Decent Livelihood Fair Access to Means of Production
83% 77% 78% 80% 74% 86% 85% 86% 79% 87% 84% 91% 79% 84% 48% 63% 78% 59% 50% 60% 58% 50% 80% 59% 57% 66% 42% 41% 74% 80% 86% 65% 54% 77% 77% 83% 38% 55% 71% 80% 81% 86% 65% 87% 100% 83% 86% 76% 83% 84% 84% 83% 83% 84% 65% 43% 88% 81%
Fair Trading Practices Responsible Buyers
83% 76% 79% 81% 74% 83% 86% 86% 76% 84% 85% 86% 80% 84% 48% 63% 75% 56% 50% 60% 58% 50% 80% 59% 57% 66% 42% 41% 71% 78% 83% 65% 52% 79% 76% 83% 41% 55% 71% 83% 81% 86% 68% 82% 83% 100% 97% 81% 88% 87% 87% 85% 85% 86% 67% 38% 89% 78%
Fair Trading Practices Rights of Suppliers
87% 79% 84% 86% 78% 86% 90% 88% 80% 87% 90% 86% 85% 88% 53% 67% 80% 61% 54% 65% 63% 55% 84% 64% 62% 71% 47% 45% 76% 83% 88% 69% 56% 83% 80% 87% 44% 60% 75% 87% 85% 91% 71% 86% 86% 97% 100% 84% 93% 91% 91% 89% 89% 91% 71% 42% 90% 83%
Labour Rights Employment Relations
79% 71% 75% 77% 71% 78% 84% 76% 77% 75% 81% 76% 76% 80% 44% 58% 71% 52% 46% 56% 54% 46% 76% 55% 53% 62% 38% 37% 67% 76% 81% 61% 49% 71% 72% 79% 40% 51% 67% 81% 85% 82% 73% 79% 76% 81% 84% 100% 91% 91% 92% 81% 82% 86% 66% 34% 82% 74%
Labour Rights Forced Labour
85% 78% 83% 84% 77% 85% 91% 83% 82% 82% 88% 82% 83% 86% 51% 65% 78% 59% 52% 63% 61% 53% 82% 62% 60% 69% 45% 43% 74% 81% 86% 67% 54% 79% 78% 85% 41% 58% 74% 86% 85% 89% 72% 84% 83% 88% 93% 91% 100% 91% 96% 87% 87% 90% 69% 40% 88% 81%
Labour Rights Child Labour
86% 78% 84% 85% 77% 83% 88% 82% 82% 83% 89% 82% 84% 87% 52% 66% 78% 60% 53% 64% 62% 54% 83% 63% 61% 70% 46% 44% 75% 82% 87% 68% 55% 79% 79% 86% 41% 59% 74% 87% 85% 90% 71% 85% 84% 87% 91% 91% 91% 100% 91% 88% 88% 90% 75% 41% 89% 82%
Labour Rights Freedom of Association and Right 
to Bargaining 86% 79% 84% 85% 78% 87% 94% 85% 81% 83% 89% 83% 84% 88% 52% 66% 79% 60% 54% 64% 62% 54% 84% 63% 61% 70% 46% 45% 75% 82% 87% 68% 55% 79% 79% 86% 42% 59% 75% 88% 86% 90% 72% 85% 84% 87% 91% 92% 96% 91% 100% 88% 88% 92% 70% 42% 90% 82%
Equity Non Discrimination
86% 79% 81% 83% 76% 82% 87% 81% 77% 82% 87% 80% 82% 86% 51% 65% 77% 58% 52% 62% 60% 53% 82% 62% 60% 69% 45% 43% 73% 80% 86% 67% 54% 78% 78% 85% 41% 57% 73% 84% 83% 88% 74% 84% 83% 85% 89% 81% 87% 88% 88% 100% 95% 95% 68% 40% 88% 81%
Equity Gender Equality
86% 81% 81% 83% 76% 83% 89% 82% 77% 82% 87% 80% 82% 86% 51% 65% 77% 58% 52% 63% 60% 53% 82% 62% 60% 69% 45% 43% 74% 80% 88% 67% 55% 78% 78% 85% 43% 58% 73% 84% 83% 89% 74% 84% 83% 85% 89% 82% 87% 88% 88% 95% 100% 95% 68% 40% 88% 81%
Equity Support to Vulnerable People
87% 82% 84% 85% 78% 85% 90% 84% 78% 83% 89% 82% 84% 88% 52% 66% 79% 60% 54% 64% 62% 54% 84% 63% 61% 70% 46% 45% 75% 82% 87% 68% 55% 79% 79% 86% 43% 59% 75% 87% 86% 90% 71% 85% 84% 86% 91% 86% 90% 90% 92% 95% 95% 100% 70% 42% 90% 82%
Human Safety & Health Workplace Safety and Health 
Provisions 67% 64% 66% 65% 62% 65% 68% 64% 60% 64% 69% 62% 64% 68% 33% 48% 59% 44% 40% 46% 42% 38% 65% 47% 43% 53% 27% 25% 56% 62% 68% 49% 35% 60% 60% 67% 34% 48% 55% 68% 65% 71% 60% 66% 65% 67% 71% 66% 69% 75% 70% 68% 68% 70% 100% 36% 70% 63%
Human Safety & Health Public Health
43% 47% 40% 41% 36% 42% 44% 41% 50% 42% 45% 39% 39% 44% 10% 30% 42% 57% 36% 23% 29% 35% 43% 32% 26% 51% 7% 0% 30% 40% 44% 24% 11% 43% 38% 43% 18% 74% 56% 40% 42% 46% 18% 42% 43% 38% 42% 34% 40% 41% 42% 40% 40% 42% 36% 100% 48% 40%
Cultural Diversity Indigenous Knowledge
91% 86% 86% 89% 82% 89% 92% 88% 83% 89% 92% 86% 87% 92% 57% 71% 83% 64% 58% 68% 66% 60% 90% 67% 65% 74% 50% 49% 79% 87% 92% 72% 59% 83% 84% 91% 48% 66% 81% 86% 89% 94% 67% 90% 88% 89% 90% 82% 88% 89% 90% 88% 88% 90% 70% 48% 100% 86%
Cultural Diversity Food Sovereignty





















































































































































































































































































































Corporate Ethics Mission Statement 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Corporate Ethics Due Diligence 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Accountability Holistic Audits 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Accountability Responsibility 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Accountability Transparency 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Participation Stakeholder Dialogue 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Participation Grievance Procedures 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Participation Conflict Resolution 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rule of Law Legitimacy 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rule of Law Remedy, Restoration & Prevention 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rule of Law Civic Responsibility 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 32 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rule of Law Resource Appropriation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Holistic Management Sustainability Management Plan 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Holistic Management Full-Cost Accounting 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Atmosphere Greenhouse Gases 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 16 4 4 4 0 0 25 25 8 32 0 0 0 4 4 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0
Atmosphere Air Quality 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 41 34 8 32 0 0 0 4 9 41 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0
Water Water Withdrawal 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Water Water Quality 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 4 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Land Soil Quality 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 0 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 32 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Land Land Degradation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Biodiversity Ecosystem Diversity 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Biodiversity Species Diversity 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Biodiversity Genetic Diversity 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Materials and Energy Material Use 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 32 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Materials and Energy Energy Use 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 41 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 41 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0
Materials and Energy Waste Reduction & Disposal 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 34 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0
Animal Welfare Animal Health 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 0 0
Animal Welfare Freedom from Stress 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 32 32 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 0 0
Investment Internal Investment 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 0 0
Investment Community Investment 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Investment Long-Ranging Investment 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Investment Profitability 0 0 0 18 0 0 9 0 0 0 32 0 0 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 0 32 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9 0
Vulnerability Stability of Production 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 9 0 21 32 0 0 18 8 32 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 25 0 0
Vulnerability Stability of Supply 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 50 41 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 41 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Vulnerability Stability of Market 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
Vulnerability Liquidity 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Vulnerability Risk Management 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Product Quality & 
Information
Food Safety 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Product Quality & 
Information
Food Quality 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Product Quality & 
Information
Product Information 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Local Economy Value Creation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Local Economy Local Procurement 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Decent Livelihood Quality of Life 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 32 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Decent Livelihood Capacity Development 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Decent Livelihood Fair Access to Means of Production 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fair Trading Practices Responsible Buyers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fair Trading Practices Rights of Suppliers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Labour Rights Employment Relations 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Labour Rights Forced Labour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Labour Rights Child Labour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Labour Rights Freedom of Association and Right 
to Bargaining
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Equity Non Discrimination 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Equity Gender Equality 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Equity Support to Vulnerable People 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Human Safety & Health Workplace Safety and Health 
Provisions
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Human Safety & Health Public Health 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9 16 16 16 0 0 9 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cultural Diversity Indigenous Knowledge 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cultural Diversity Food Sovereignty 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
